1998] AN ISSUE OF METHODOLOGY: ANAKREON, PERIKLES, XANTHIPPOS 719
It seems methodologically unsound to defend the merit of each attribution and identification by using both the ancient sources and the extant replicas together, to support one another; the resulting arguments risk being circular. The literary sources, at best, are not very explicit; at worst, they can be confused or slanted, according to the date and the intention of the writer. The alleged replicas, usually carved long after the assumed prototypes, may have been considerably modified, even invented outright, to suit the taste and demands of Roman customers. Indeed, some heads recognizably reproducing the same portrait type exhibit elements typical of their own period, such as lunate pupils, extensive drill work in hair and beard, stylized features, and so on.5 To be sure, individual physiognomic traits are not to be expected in fifth-century portraits, and in our case a general fifth-century appearance should suffice to validate the attribution. Yet styles, especially Classical, could be imitated at any later time, and therefore stylistic features alone are insufficient to determine which famous individual is being depicted.
Finally, circular arguments can easily be constructed on the basis of perceived similarities that inevitably carry a certain amount of subjectivity. I shall here try to separate the various categories of evidence, especially with reference to Anakreon.
THE LITERARY SOURCES
Little is known for sure about the poet from Teos. Historians and philologists who have attempted to reconstruct his life on the basis of his poems and other ancient sources have produced different outlines. Everybody agrees that Anakreon was born ca. 575-570 and that he left his native city, after the Persian Harpagos's attack around 540, with the people who founded Abdera on Thrace. After this point, opinions diverge. Some commentators would make Anakreon go from Abdera to Samos, perhaps summoned by Polykrates' father. He was still there at Polykrates' death in 522, which is probably when Hipparchos had him fetched to Athens by a 50-oared military ship. The poet seems to have lived a merry life at the court of the Peisistratids until Hipparchos's murder in 514, or even until Hippias's expulsion in 510. Anakreon might then have fled to Thessaly, on the evidence of two epigrams attributed to him and addressed to the king of Pharsalos and his queen.6 From there he perhaps returned to Teos, since two epitaphs, once attributed to Simonides but certainly later, mention the site as his burial place. He seems to have died (aged 85-an old man) ca. 485. A different reconstruction sees Anakreon going to Athens even before his stay at the court of Polykrates, and would then make the poet either remain in Athens after 510, or return there from Thessaly in the early fifth century, to live there for much of his later life. These variant versions would be of little import, were it not that Anakreon's Athenian interludes may be relevant to the interpretation of Pausanias's passage about the Akropolis statues.7
There is no doubt that Anakreon enjoyed a friendly relationship with Polykrates (ruled 533-522), not only on the testimony of his own verses,8 but also because Herodotos (3.122) mentions that the two were at table together when Oroetes' messenger called-the beginning of the events that led to the Samian tyrant's death. There is also no question that the poet went to Athens after that time. But was he in Athens even prior to his Samian stage? The assumption is based on a passage of Himerios (Or. 39.10), who states that Anakreon "was glad to address the great Xanthippos" when he was sent to, or summoned by, Polykrates (i; VIoXouKp6dTo0 ozXXO6i cvoq). This is the only ancient source that connects the poet and the Athenian, but it has been used in conjunction with Pausanias's mention of the Akropolis statues to postulate a friendship between the two. Himerios is a late source (fourth century A.D.), and it is usually admitted that the passage may be "muddled." Nonetheless, possible emendations eliminat- As already mentioned, the Monte Calvo site contained other statuary, including the well-known Borghese Satyr-and he too is infibulated, in the same manner as the Anakreon.38 The creature was probably represented in the act of playing the double pipes, therefore as a musician as well, but his type of performance did not require singing and therefore "chastity" for a clearer voice. Moreover, ancient sources seem to advise the procedure for adolescents, not for mature individuals, and a chaste satyr would have carried humorous connotations that seem out of place in a Roman context also involving poets and Muses.39 Could it be that this peculiar arrangement was required by the villa owner, who had his own standards of modesty and decorum? Indeed, the Romans seem to have used infibulation primarily for propriety, and for protection of the genitals in athletes; as a device to enforce abstinence it was certainly ineffectual, since the fibula or ligature could be removed at will.
It is regrettable that the penis is usually missing in statues that have come down to us from ancient times. Often inserted separately, the phallus broke off easily because of its exposed and fragile nature, and was frequently the object of playful (or religious?) vandalism, in Late Antiquity or in more recent cen- 
